Dissociation between the Perceptual and Saccadic Localization of Moving Objects by Lisi, M. & Cavanagh, P.
              
City, University of London Institutional Repository
Citation: Lisi, M. & Cavanagh, P. (2015). Dissociation between the Perceptual and 
Saccadic Localization of Moving Objects. Current Biology, 25(19), pp. 2535-2540. doi: 
10.1016/j.cub.2015.08.021 
This is the accepted version of the paper. 
This version of the publication may differ from the final published 
version. 
Permanent repository link:  http://openaccess.city.ac.uk/17626/
Link to published version: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2015.08.021
Copyright and reuse: City Research Online aims to make research 
outputs of City, University of London available to a wider audience. 
Copyright and Moral Rights remain with the author(s) and/or copyright 
holders. URLs from City Research Online may be freely distributed and 
linked to.
City Research Online:            http://openaccess.city.ac.uk/            publications@city.ac.uk
City Research Online
	 1	
 
 
Manuscript accepted for publication in “Current biology” 
 
Curr Biol. 2015 Oct 5;25(19):2535-40. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2015.08.021 
 
 
 
 
 
Dissociation between the perceptual and saccadic localization of moving objects 
 
 
Matteo Lisi1 
Patrick Cavanagh1 
 
 
 
 
1 Laboratoire Psychologie de la Perception (CNRS UMR 8248), Université Paris V Descartes, 
75006 Paris, France 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Matteo Lisi, Laboratoire 
Psychologie de la Perception, Université Paris Descartes, 45 rue des Saints-Pères, 75006 Paris, 
France. E-mail: matteo.lisi@parisdescartes.fr 
	2	
Abstract Visual	processing	in	the	human	brain	provides	the	data	both	for	conscious	perception	and	for	guiding	motor	actions.	It	seem	natural	that	our	actions	would	be	directed	toward	the	consciously	perceived	locations	of	their	targets	but	it	has	been	proposed	that	perception	and	action	rely	on	different	visual	information	and	this	provocative	claim	has	triggered	a	long	lasting,	active	debate.	Here,	in	support	of	this	claim,	we	report	a	remarkably	large	dissociation	between	perception	and	action.	We	studied	saccadic	eye	movements	directed	to	a	moving	Gabor	patch	whose	perceived	trajectory	deviated	by	45° or	more	from	its	physical	trajectory.	Surprisingly,	saccades	targeted	the	physical	target	path	not	the	perceived	path.	We	show	that	this	perceptual	illusion	is	based	on	the	steady	accumulation	of	target	position	error	over	at	least	500	ms	– an	accumulation	of	error	that	is	not	found	for	the	action	toward	the	same	target.	We	suggest	that	visual	processing	for	perception	and	action	might	diverge	in	how	past	information	is	combined	with	new	visual	input,	with	action	relying	only	on	immediate	information	to	track	a	target	whereas	perception	builds	on	previous	estimates	to	construct	a	conscious	representation.	
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Introduction 
Visually guided behaviors such as picking up a cup of coffee from the table or shifting our gaze to 
an approaching car, require many computational steps, ranging from the sensory acquisition of the 
target to the generation of the appropriate motor command. Intuitively, it seems natural that the 
planning of motor actions toward visible objects would use the same visual representation that 
allows us to perceive those objects. However, many experimental findings have challenged this 
idea, suggesting instead that visual information undergoes independent processing when used for 
perception as opposed to action [1–4] (but see also opposing results [5–10]). For healthy subjects, 
the action-perception dissociation is based on a reduction of illusions when tested with actions 
rather than perception (see [4]). For example, in their original study, Aglioti et al [11] reported that 
probe circles surrounded by smaller vs larger circles show a perceptual size shift about 5% (the 
classic Ebbinghaus illusion), which is approximately the same as the just noticeable difference for 
size judgments (6%, [12]).  When subjects grasped the same probe circles, however, the effect of 
the illusion on grasp preparation decreased to about 3%. This was significantly smaller than the 
perceptual illusion but still significantly greater than 0. The illusion was present in action, but 
reduced. 
In contrast, we report here an action–perception dissociation in healthy subjects that is far larger 
and remarkably robust. When a patch of texture moves in one direction and its internal texture drifts 
in an orthogonal direction (a double-drift stimulus), the apparent orientation of the path can deviate 
by 45° or more from its actual path [13–15]. The shift in apparent orientation is several times larger 
than the typical discrimination threshold for motion direction (about 5° [16, 17]). We used this 
double-drift stimulus to compare object localization in perception and action. A number of studies 
have shown that localizing an object involves more than simply reading out its retinal coordinates 
(e.g., [18]), and that there are many different factors that can make the perceived position of an 
object deviate from the location corresponding to its retinal stimulation, including but not limited 
to: attention [19], eye movements [20], masking [21, 22] and visual motion [23–26]. The double-
drift stimulus combines motion within an aperture (internal motion) and motion of the aperture 
itself (external motion), with the direction of one motion vector orthogonal to the other, as in the 
infinite regress illusion of Tse and Hsieh [13] or the curveball illusion [14]. In our new version, the 
aperture oscillates back and forth on a linear trajectory, reversing the direction of internal motion in 
synchrony with path reversals (see Movie S1). This stabilizes the illusory path and produces large 
differences between perceived and real positions as well as directions. We measured the magnitude 
of the shift in perceived location along the motion path and investigated whether this is taken into 
account during saccade planning. Surprisingly, despite the dramatic perceptual effects, saccades 
clearly targeted the real rather than the apparent path. Indeed, the path orientations recovered from 
saccade landing positions were indistinguishable from a control condition where the target had no 
internal motion.  
In addition to demonstrating the perception vs action dissociation with this double-drift stimulus, 
we also examined whether the effect was based on the perceived position of the target as compared 
to its perceived direction. In a second experiment, we started with an obliquely oriented motion path 
that appeared vertical because of the internal motion. We introduced a brief gap in the target’s 
apparently vertical trajectory at around the mid-point. We found that the pre-and post gap segments 
showed a strong horizontal offset even though their apparent directions remained vertical. This 
result shows that the internal motion vector contributed to the build up of position offset from the 
initial starting position. The gap reset this start point, producing a pair of parallel but offset motion 
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segments (see Movie S2). Since the internal motion contributes directly to the perceived position, 
the saccade system, which targets locations not direction, should be equally affected if perception 
and action share the same map of locations. Clearly they do not.  
 
Results 
Experiment 1 
Experiment 1 comprised two parts; the first part consisted in a perceptual task designed to 
measure for each participant and condition (left/right physical tilt; see fig. 1A) the physical 
orientations of the Gabor’s motion path that were perceived as vertical. This was followed by a 
second part in which participants were asked to saccade toward the moving target (fig. 1D). In the 
saccade task only the physical orientations yielding a perceived vertical path were presented. The 
saccade task included also a control condition where the internal grating remained static: this 
condition served as a baseline to measure the effect of the drift of the grating on saccade targeting. 
Perceptual task. For all the participants, the orientation of the motion path that was perceived as 
vertical was dramatically different from 0° (with 0° corresponding to physical vertical; see fig. 1A, 
B, and C). The mean right tilt that was perceived as vertical was 49° [95% CI 33°, 66°], and the 
mean left tilt that was perceived as vertical was -52° [95% CI -44°, -60°], indicating that the 
internal motion heavily influenced the perceived direction of the aperture and the orientation of the 
trajectory.  
Saccade task. For each participant, the orientation of the motion path that appeared to be vertical in 
the perceptual task was then used as the target path for the saccades and here, surprisingly, the 
saccade landing locations toward the moving target showed no effect of the illusion. The same 
orientations were also used in trials with the Gabor having no internal motion (controls) to get a 
baseline of saccade landings in the absence of the perceptual illusion. In the following analysis, we 
excluded trials with saccade latency shorter than 100ms or longer than 600ms (3.5% of total trials; 
mean saccadic latency in the remaining trials, 237ms, standard deviation across participants, 19ms). 
The first step in our analysis was to recover the orientations of the target path seen by the saccade 
system from the distributions of vertical and horizontal saccade amplitudes. We analyzed these 
amplitudes using a multivariate linear model (fig. 1D, see Methods for details). The mean r2 of the 
fits was 0.44 for the horizontal amplitudes (standard deviation across participants 0.12), and 0.50 
for the vertical amplitudes (standard deviation 0.13). The difference in recovered orientations of 
saccade landings between the control and double-drift conditions gave a measure of the effect of the 
internal motion (fig. 1F): this difference was not significantly different from zero for either the left 
[t(5)=0.97, p=0.37] or right [t(5)=0.70, p=0.51] tilts (paired t-tests). This result indicates that 
saccades did not show the vertical alignment of landing positions expected from the perceived 
vertical orientation of the double-drift paths. Instead, all participants showed a distribution of 
saccade endpoints that closely matched the orientation of the physical path (except for the typical 
saccade undershoot). In particular, across participants, the path angles recovered for both directions 
in the double-drift condition were again oblique and virtually identical to the angles recovered in 
the control condition where there was no perceptual illusion [r=0.97, p=0.0009]. 
Local, motion-induced effects on saccade landing. The effect measured in the perceptual task 
indicated an accumulating deviation in apparent location: the perceived location began at the 
starting point of the trajectory but then moved increasing far away, changing an oblique path into a 
vertical one. This accumulating position shift did not show up in the saccade landings, which 
followed the physical path. Nevertheless, there is the possibility that the stimulus motion did affect 
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saccade landings with a constant position deviation at each location that did not accumulate over 
time. Specifically, the saccade landing might shift orthogonally to the target’s path as a 
consequence of the internal motion of the Gabor. The effects of the internal motion of the Gabor 
have been shown for saccades to stationary Gabors with internal motion [27]. In this case, the effect 
is typically a fraction of the Gabor envelope size and does not accumulate over time, after the initial 
100ms [27]. We tested this shift by rotating the coordinates of the saccade landing positions to 
obtain a measure of the landing error orthogonal to the trajectory (see Analysis section for details). 
We analyzed this orthogonal landing error as a function of the direction of internal motion at 
saccade onset. This analysis showed that the saccade landing positions differed significantly for the 
leftward vs. rightward internal motion (mean difference 0.67dva, 95% CI [0.49, 0.85], t(5)=9.68, 
p=0.0001), a shift similar in magnitude to the reported shifts for stationary Gabors in perceptual 
[23] and saccade [8, 27] experiments. We also found that this error did not change along the path, 
remaining constant at different locations, and did not depend on the latency of the saccade (see 
Figure S2).	
These results indicate clearly that the saccadic system does not process the position of a moving 
target in the same way as conscious perception. The saccade system appears to track the Gabor and 
show only a small, local shift in response to the internal motion. This local shift did not accumulate 
over time. In contrast, the perceptual system combines the two internal and external vectors to 
create an illusory direction and we have assumed that this drives the accumulation of an illusory 
position shift. To verify this assumption we ran a second experiment to determine if the perceptual 
effect was simply a result of the illusion of direction or involved a deviation in perceived location as 
well.  
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Figure 1. Experiment 1. A. The two double drift stimuli with oblique paths that appear vertical. B. An individual 
psychometric function in the perceptual task. The proportion of “right tilt” responses is shown right oblique stimulus for 
various angles of tilt and for the left tilted stimulus in blue. The mean of the functions, μ,	indicates	the	point	of	perceived	verticality	(50%	right	responses)	of	the	motion	path.	Data	points	are	represented	binned	for	clarity,	with	the	size	of	the	dot	proportional	to	the	number	of	trial	in	that	bin	(480	trials	in	total).	C.	Average	point	of	perceived	verticality	across	the	6	participants	(error	bars	represent	95%	confidence	interval).	D.	In	the	saccade	task,	participants	fixate	a	central	point	and	when	it	disappears,	make	a	saccade	to	the	Gabor	target,	which	is	moving	back	and	forth	along	its	path	at	10dva	to	the	right	of	the	fixation	point.	The	relative	landing	locations	of	saccades	targeting	different	points	of	the	path	can	be	used	to	infer	the	orientation	of	the	path	as	“seen”	by	the	saccade	system	as	either	the	physical	path	(hypothesis	1)	or	the	perceived	path	(hypothesis	2).	E.	Landing	locations	for	a	representative	subject	are	plotted	along	with	the	fitted	values	of	a	multivariate	linear	model	(red	lines,	see	Analysis	for	details).	The	control	condition	(with	no	internal	motion)	is	represented	on	the	left,	and	the	double-drift	condition	(where	the	perceived	path	is	vertical)	is	on	the	right.	F.	Average effect of the internal motion 
on the orientations recovered from the analysis of saccade landings (double-drift minus control) for the 6 participants 
(error bars represent 95% confidence interval). 
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Figure 2. Experiment 2. A. Schematic representation of the position and direction hypotheses for the illusion and the 
predicted consequences for the perceived path offset caused by a break in the trajectory. The direction of the aperture 
motion was always downward, slanted 45degree either to the right or to the left. The internal motion was orthogonal to 
the aperture direction in order to make the path appear nearly vertical. In the example, the Gabor moves downward and 
rightward, and disappears for 250ms in the middle of its trajectory. If the illusion involves an accumulating shift in 
perceived position, then the pre- and post- blank segments should appear misaligned when the Gabor reappears in the 
same exact position (top). On the other hand, if the illusion distorts only the direction of motion, making it appear 
vertical downward at each location without affecting position, the two segments should appear aligned when the Gabor 
reappears in the same physical location (bottom). The results of this simple test (panel B and C) clearly demonstrate that 
the internal motion contributed to the perceived position of the Gabor. B. Psychometric curves for one representative 
participant in experiment 2. The probability of participant reporting an offset to the right is shown as a function of the 
amplitude and direction of the offset. The left panel represents the control condition with no internal motion where the 
horizontal offset is reported veridically with no bias. The right panel represents the double-drift condition: here the 
point of subjective alignment (PSE), corresponding to 50% of “right offset” responses, is clearly shifted toward the 
initial horizontal position, so that, for example, a small offset to the left is seen as an offset to the right most of the time. 
C. Mean PSEs across participants (n=6), error bars represent bootstrapped 95% confidence interval. A significant 
difference between downward-leftward and downward-rightward motion was found only in the double-drift condition 
(right panel) and not in the control condition (left panel). The dotted horizontal lines represent the prediction for the 
position-based illusion: the end of the first segment and the beginning of the second should appear aligned when initial 
positions of the two segments are aligned. Note the slight bias toward negative values (i.e., toward fixation, always 
located on the left), common to both conditions: this reflects a small foveal bias (see Results). 
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Experiment 2. 
 In this experiment we investigated the characteristics of the illusory perceptual effect to 
determine whether it involves only a distortion of the perceived direction of motion [13], or also a 
shift in perceived position (fig. 2A). We designed a test based on pilot observations that the 
perceived path appear to be anchored by its initial position with the position error accumulated from 
there. In addition, an interruption in the motion path appeared to reset this initial position so that 
after the interruption, the path appeared to begin from the new starting point, not from the previous 
illusory position. If these pilot observations held up, it would indicate that the illusion indeed 
affected perceived position as well as direction. We therefore used an interruption in the motion 
path to differentiate between a direction-based and a position-based illusion.  
We presented a Gabor moving down to the left or down to the right, with a trajectory that 
deviated 45° from vertical, but with an internal motion that made its trajectory appear 
approximately vertical (based on results from the first experiment). A brief (250ms) temporal gap 
was introduced after 1 second from motion onset, exactly halfway between the top and bottom 
locations. During the gap, the Gabor was removed from the screen, and it reappeared shifted 
horizontally to the left or right of where it had disappeared. The task of the participant was to report 
the direction of this horizontal jump. We reasoned that if the illusion involved only an illusory 
distortion of direction and not of position, then participants would judge the new position as aligned 
with pre-gap position when it was in fact physically aligned. On the other hand, if the illusion 
involved an accumulating deviation in position, participants would judge the new position after the 
gap relative to the illusory position at the end of the first half of the trajectory. The illusory position 
at the end of the first segment should be approximately vertically aligned with the initial start 
location of the trajectory (see fig. 2A) whereas the second segment would be perceived to begin at 
its new physical location, as there would not yet be any accumulated position shift. The two 
alternatives thus give very different predictions for the shift that should appear vertically aligned 
across the gap: if the illusion is based on direction without any perceived position shift, the 
segments will appear aligned when they actually are; if the illusion also includes an accumulating 
shift in perceived position, then the segments will appear aligned when they are shifted by 
approximately the horizontal offset between the physical top and bottom locations, to the left or to 
the right depending on the direction of motion (Fig. 2A). 
 The results clearly supported the position-based effect. The point of perceived vertical 
alignment in the condition with leftward internal motion (external motion downward-rightward) 
was -1.92dva [95% CI -2.72, -1.36] whereas with rightward internal motion (external motion 
downward-leftward) it was 0.71dva [95% CI 0.26, 1.09]. Both of these shifts were significantly 
different from 0 and from each other and the amplitude of the shifts was quite close to the physical 
horizontal offset between the top and bottom locations (1.41dva) as would be expected if the 
illusory position shift was accumulating linearly from the beginning of the trajectory. The shifts that 
seemed aligned when there was no internal motion both differed significantly from the apparently 
aligned shifts when there was internal motion: -0.25dva [95% CI -0.89, 0.28] for the left and 
downward trajectory and -0.52dva [95% CI -0.92, -0.18]. Finally, the position matches both with 
and without the internal motion in the Gabor showed an average shift toward the left. The average 
shift was -0.61 dva with internal motion and -0.39 dva without internal motion. These mean biases 
are toward fixation and may reflect the foveal bias typically seen for brief targets [28]. In our case, 
the final position of the first segment is remembered as closer to fixation than it really was, causing 
the shift common to all alignment judgments. 
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The pattern of motion-dependent alignments indicates that the illusion did indeed involve 
the perception of position with a shift that accumulated over time: participants judged the new 
position of the Gabor relative to the previous illusory position, rather than the physical one. 
Moreover, since the illusory effect seems to be position-based, any simple explanation based on a 
position vs. direction distinction cannot account for the absence of an effect in the saccade 
condition of the first experiment. 
 
 
Discussion We	have	found	a	dramatic	dissociation	between	the	perceived	path	of	a	moving	target	and	the	action	toward	it.	We	used	moving	Gabor	patterns	whose	perceived	and	physical	direction	were	dissociated	by	making	the	internal	sinusoidal	pattern	drift	in	a	direction	orthogonal	to	the	direction	of	its	displacement	in	space.	When	viewed	in	the	periphery,	motion	signals	coming	from	the	displacement	of	the	Gabor	and	from	the	drifting	pattern	inside	it	are	erroneously	combined	[13–15],	leading	to	a	shift	in	its	perceived	direction	that	we	measured	here	as	up	to	50° of	rotation,	corresponding	to	a	shift	in	perceived	position	of	over	1.5	degrees	of	visual	angle	(measured	at	the	endpoints).	Despite	the	striking	perceptual	effect,	saccades	clearly	targeted	the	physical	rather	than	the	perceived	path,	and	the	trajectories	recovered	from	the	distribution	of	saccade	landings	showed	no	difference	between	the	double-drift	stimulus	that	induced	the	illusion	and	a	control	condition	where	the	Gabor	had	no	internal	motion	and	there	was	no	illusion.	Overall,	the	present	results	reveal	a	fundamental	difference	between	perceptual	and	saccadic	localization	of	a	moving	object,	a	finding	that	adds	the	most	striking	example	yet	that	oculomotor	and	perceptual	responses	can	be	dissociated	[29–33].	One	interpretation	of	the	results	could	have	been	that	the	perceptual	judgments	are	not	based	on	the	perceived	position	of	the	Gabor,	but	only	on	its	perceived	direction.	However,	the	results	of	experiment	2	clearly	rule	out	this	possibility:	we	showed	that	when	a	brief	temporal	gap	(250ms)	is	introduced	in	the	Gabor’s	trajectory	(oblique	but	perceived	as	vertical),	the	pre-	and	post	gap	segments	appear	misaligned.	Observers	perceived	the	new	starting	position	after	the	gap	as	beginning	at	its	physical	location,	whereas	last	perceived	position	before	the	gap	had	been	shifted	in	the	direction	of	the	internal	motion.	This	finding	demonstrated	that	the	perceived	position	of	the	Gabor	in	the	double-drift	stimulus	is	constructed	by	integrating	the	initial	position	with	the	illusory	direction	vector	over	time,	to	produce	new	position	estimates	that	increasingly	deviate	from	the	physical	location.	The	temporal	gap	resets	the	integration	so	that	subsequent	position	trace,	starting	at	the	new	physical	location,	seems	offset	from	the	perceived	end	location	of	the	position	trace	before	the	gap.		 Despite	the	absence	of	the	accumulating	position	shift	in	the	saccade	responses	there	was	a	small,	constant	offset	of	about	0.3	degree	of	visual	angle,	less	than	the	width	of	the	Gabor,	in	the	direction	of	the	target’s	internal	motion	at	saccade	onset,	in	agreement	with	previous	reports	of	saccades	made	toward	a	static	but	drifting	Gabor	[8,	27,	34].	Importantly,	this	shift	in	saccade	landings	did	not	increase	over	time,	but	remained	constant	along	the	motion	path.	
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What	causes	the	perceptual	illusion	and	why	is	there	such	a	dramatic	difference	between	the	perception	of	the	target	and	the	motor	response	toward	it?	The	original	studies	of	the	double	drift	stimulus	[13,	14]	focused	on	the	direction	as	opposed	to	the	position	of	the	target	describing	how	the	external	and	internal	motion	vectors	are	integrated	to	produce	the	illusory	perceived	direction.	Both	of	these	studies	noted	that	the	perceived	difference	in	direction	might	also	influence	perceived	location	but	did	not	measure	this.	The	results	here	showed	that	the	combined	motion	vectors	do	act	directly	on	perceived	position	and	that	this	position	error	can	accumulate	across	up	to	500	ms	of	the	target’s	trajectory.		A	recent	study	explicitly	modeled	the	integration	of	velocity	information	into	perceived	position	[15].	The	model	is	a	Kalman	filter	that	optimally	weights	the	sensory	signals	based	on	their	reliability.	When	the	precision	of	incoming	position	information	is	low,	as	it	is	here	for	a	Gabor	pattern	presented	in	peripheral	vision	on	a	background	of	the	same	mean	luminance,	the	estimates	of	object	position	are	strongly	influenced	by	the	prediction	based	on	past	visual	information.	The	model	predicts	a	number	of	results	in	the	motion-induced	position	shift	literature,	and	explains	how	the	persisting	influence	of	past	visual	information	can	produce	growing	position	shifts	in	the	curveball	illusion	and	our	double-drift	stimuli.		In	contrast	with	this	evidence	for	strong	dependence	on	past	visual	information	in	perception,	our	data	here	suggest	that	the	saccadic	system	uses	only	the	current	visual	input	to	extrapolate	the	target	position	in	order	intercept	it	[35–37].	We	found	evidence	of	the	small,	constant	position	shift	that	this	would	produce,	rather	than	the	accumulating	position	shift	seen	for	perception.	In	particular,	the	shift	in	saccade	landing	position	was	independent	of	the	location	of	the	target	along	its	path,	and	therefore	independent	of	the	previous	history	of	sensory	signals.	However	other	factors	may	have	contributed	to	the	difference	between	perception	and	saccades.	If	the	saccadic	system,	like	the	perceptual	system,	uses	a	velocity-integrating	mechanism	to	track	target	location,	then	a	smaller	amount	of	noise	(less	position	uncertainty)	in	the	location	information	available,	perhaps	as	a	consequence	of	additional	visual	input	from	the	subcortical	retino-collicular	pathway	[33,	38,	39].	It	is	also	possible	that	the	processing	of	motion	signals	is	different	between	conscious	perception	and	saccadic	eye	movements:	other	studies	have	shown	different	parameters	for	motion	integration	in	action	and	perception,	as	well	as	for	different	perceptual	tasks	[29,	30,	32,	40],	although	the	effects	were	on	a	smaller	scale	than	that	reported	here.		To	conclude,	we	provide	compelling	evidence	of	a	dramatic	difference	between	perceptual	localization	and	saccadic	targeting	of	a	moving	object.	The	difference	arises	when	the	moving	target	has	also	an	internal	pattern	that	drifts	orthogonally	to	its	direction	of	motion.	Perception	shows	a	dramatic	shift	of	over	45° of	the	apparent	direction	of	motion	and	a	position	deviation	that	grows	along	the	motion	path	to	over	1.5° of	visual	angle	(for	the	conditions	of	our	stimuli).	In	contrast,	saccade	landings	show	only	a	small,	constant	shift	of	about	0.3° of	visual	angle.	Previous	reports	of	dissociation	between	perception	and	saccadic	eye	movements	have	been	far	smaller	than	the	effects	reported	here	[8,	41–44],	and	to	our	knowledge	this	is	the	first	evidence	of	such	a	large	and	clear	difference	between	saccadic	targeting	and	perceived	position.	More	generally,	our	results	highlight	a	fundamental	difference	between	perception	and	action,	suggesting	that	while	our	perceptual	experience	
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builds	upon	the	history	of	previous	sensory	signals,	motor	control	seems	to	use	only	the	most	recent	information	available.		
 
 
Experimental Procedures 
Participants 
6 observers (4 female, 1 author; mean age 32, standard deviation 3) participated in the experiment 1 
(both perceptual and saccade task) and 6 observers (4 female, 1 author; mean age 29, standard 
deviation 4) participated in experiment 2. All observers had normal or corrected-to-normal vision. 
Informed consent was obtained in writing prior to participation and the protocols for the study were 
approved by the Université Paris Descartes Review Board, CERES, in accordance with French 
regulations and the Declaration of Helsinki. All participants were experienced psychological 
observers, and (except the author) all were naïve to the specific purpose of the experiments.  
Setup  
Participants sat in a quiet, dark room. We recorded the right-eye gaze position with an SR Research 
Eyelink 1000 desktop mounted eye tracker, at a sampling rate of 1 kHz. Participant’s head was 
positioned on a chin rest, with adjustable forehead rest, at 60 cm in front of a gamma-linearized 
Compaq P1220 CRT screen (vertical refresh rate 120Hz) that was used to present stimuli. An Apple 
computer running MATLAB (Mathworks) with the Psychophysics and Eyelink toolboxes [45–47] 
controlled stimulus presentation and response collection. 
Stimuli  
Experiment 1. In experiment 1 the stimulus was a Gabor pattern (a sinusoidal luminance 
modulations within a Gaussian contrast envelope) with a spatial frequency of 2 cycles/dva (cycles 
per degree of visual angle) and 100% of peak contrast. The standard deviation of the contrast 
envelope was 0.1dva. The Gabor was moving back and forth along a linear path of length 3dva, 
with a speed of 2dva/sec (external motion). The sinusoidal grating had the same orientation of the 
motion path, and drifted in an orthogonal direction with a temporal frequency of 3Hz (internal 
motion), reversing its direction in synchrony with path reversals at the two endpoints, every 1.5 
seconds. The combination of internal and external motion can make a tilted path appear vertical 
(see fig. 1A): a right tilted path can appear vertical if the internal motion is to the left while the 
Gabor moves upward (and to the right when it moves downward), and vice versa for a left tilted 
path (see Movie S1). The stimulus was presented on a uniform gray background (5.3 cd/m2) and the 
midpoint of the trajectory was placed at 10dva from fixation to the right on the horizontal midline.  
Experiment 2. In experiment 2 the stimulus was similar to experiment 1, with the following 
differences: the length of the trajectory was 4dva, and its orientation was fixed at either -45/+45. 
Additionally the stimulus was presented only for half a cycle every trial, always starting from the 
top position, with a brief gap (250ms blank) at the midpoint of the trajectory (1/4 of a cycle).  
Procedure  
Experiment 1.  
Perceptual task. In the first part we presented Gabor patterns moving along paths with different 
orientations, and participant were asked to judge the left/right tilt of the motion path. The stimulus 
was displayed until participants provided the response by pressing on the left or right arrow key. 
Gaze position was recorded and monitored online with the eyetracker, and trials in which 
participant shifted gaze away from the fixation point or blinked before giving the response were 
immediately aborted and repeated. The physical orientation of the path was adjusted by means of 
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multiple interleaved QUEST staircases [48] that converged to a 50% proportion of “right” tilt 
responses. Each participant performed two sessions of 240 trials each, divided in 6 blocks. 
Saccade task. In the second part, participants were presented only the orientations of the motion 
path that corresponded to perceived verticality of the motion path. Each trial started when 
participant fixated a black dot (a circle of 0.2dva diameter) in the center of the screen. After a 
random interval, of duration uniformly distributed within the interval 400-600 ms, the Gabor appear 
in the central position of its motion path and started moving. Participants were instructed to make a 
saccade to the Gabor as soon as the fixation point disappeared. The fixation point could disappear at 
one out of six points in time equally spaced along a full cycle of motion, starting from the first path 
reversal. As soon as the gaze position was detected outside a circular area with 2dva of radius 
around fixation, the Gabor was removed so that participants received no feedback about the 
accuracy of their saccades. Participants made 2 session of the task, each comprising 384 trials 
divided in 12 blocks. Gaze position was recorded at 1Khz and monitored online; trials in which 
participants shifted gaze or blinked before the disappearance of the fixation point were aborted and 
repeated within the same block. 
Experiment 2. Experiment 2 was designed to discriminate between direction-based and position-
based illusions. Each trial began when the participant fixated a small black dot (diameter 0.2dva) 
placed at a position drawn from a 2D isotropic Gaussian distribution with a standard deviation of 
0.2dva and centered 4dva to the left from the center of the screen (the chinrest was shifted by the 
same amount so that the participant was fixating straight ahead).  This shift to the left allowed 
presenting the drifting Gabor to be presented closer to the center of the screen, in order to minimize 
the use of monitor frame as a reference; the jitter in fixation (and consequently stimulus) position 
served again to discourage any strategy based on other visual landmarks. After a random interval, 
uniformly distributed within the interval 400-600, the Gabor appeared at the top position, and 
started moving downward, either toward the left or to the right with an orientation of 45° from 
vertical (see fig. 2, panel A). The direction of the internal motion was always orthogonal to the 
direction of the aperture and downward, in order to create a perception of a vertical, or close to 
vertical, path. As soon as the Gabor reached the midpoint of its trajectory (at 10dva to the right 
from fixation, along the horizontal midline) it was removed from the screen for 250ms, and then 
reappeared at the same height but at a shifted horizontal position (-2.5, -1.5, -0.5, 0.5, 1.5, 2.5 dva); 
immediately after reappearing the Gabor continued moving with the same direction from the new 
position. The duration of motion before and after the 250 ms blank was 1 second. After the Gabor 
reached the final bottom position and completed its trajectory, participants were required to report 
the direction of the horizontal jump that occurred during the gap, by pressing the left or right arrow 
keys.  A control condition with no internal motion was included, randomly interleaved, as a 
comparison. Gaze position was recorded and monitored online with the eye tracker, and trials in 
which participant shifted gaze away from the fixation point or blinked before giving the response 
were aborted and repeated. Each participant completed 480 trials of the task in total, divided in 6 
blocks. 
Analysis 
 Experiment 1.  
Perceptual task. For each participant and condition the point of subjective verticality of the 
motion trajectory was computed as the orientation corresponding to the 0.5 level of a cumulative 
Gaussian psychometric function, fitted by maximum likelihood on the proportion of “right” tilt 
responses (i.e., the orientation that would yield 50% “left” and 50% “right” tilt responses).  
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Saccade	task.	First,	we	detected	saccades	onsets	and	offsets	offline	with	an	algorithm	based	on	two-dimensional	eye	velocity	[49].	Next,	we	analyzed	horizontal	and	vertical	saccade	amplitudes	(the	differences	in	the	horizontal	and	vertical	coordinates	of	saccade	offset	and	onset	positions)	to	recover	the	orientation	of	the	motion	trajectory	targeted	by	the	saccades	in	each	condition.	For	each	participant	we	fitted	a	multivariate	linear	model	with	the	horizontal	and	vertical	saccade	amplitudes	as	dependent	variables	(see	Figure	S1).	The	models	included	as	linear	predictors	the	horizontal	and	vertical	coordinates	of	the	Gabor	at	the	moment	of	saccade	onset,	together	with	the	condition	(control,	with	no	internal	motion,	vs.	double-drift,	where	the	internal	motion	made	the	path	of	the	Gabor	appear	vertical)	and	the	interactions	between	condition	and	the	Gabor’s	coordinates.	We	fitted	a	multivariate	model	for	each	participant,	and	then	used	the	fitted	model	to	predict	saccade	amplitudes	for	each	of	the	positions	along	the	Gabor’s	path.	Finally,	we	computed	a	linear	regression	of	the	vertical	on	the	horizontal	predicted	saccade	amplitudes,	and	derived	the	angle	of	deviation	from	vertical	from	the	regression	slope.	The	difference	between	the	orientation	angle	of	the	recovered	path	in	the	control	and	double-drift	condition	was	taken	as	a	measure	of	the	effect	of	the	internal	motion	on	the	orientation	of	the	trajectory	targeted	by	the	saccades.	We	used	this	two-step	approach	because	by	separating	noise	in	the	vertical	vs.	horizontal	dimension	it	allows	to	account	better	for	the	typically	larger	variability	of	saccade	landings	along	the	radial	than	tangential	axis	[50,	51].		
 We also analyzed the landing error as a function of the direction of the internal motion 
measured at the time of the saccade onset (double-drift condition only). The direction of the internal 
motion was always at 90° from the direction of the aperture, and thus it varied according with the 
participant, the left/right tilt, and the phase of the motion cycle. To compensate for these 
differences, we rotated the 2D saccade landing positions to a common vertical axis to determine the 
deviations in saccade landing orthogonal to the common axis (see Supplemental figure 2). 		 Experiment	2.	Participants reported the direction of the mid-trajectory jump and we 
analyzed the proportion of “right jump” responses (that is the proportion of trials in which 
participants reported a rightward horizontal offset) as a function of the horizontal offset and 
horizontal direction of the aperture (leftward vs. rightward) to determine a PSE where the pre- and 
post-gap trajectories appeared aligned. We used a generalized linear mixed-effects model [52], with 
a probit linking function, fitted with R [56] and the lme4 library [54]. By including random effects 
grouped according to the participant, the model allowed for both random location and scale 
parameters (respectively the mean and the standard deviation of cumulative Gaussian psychometric 
functions) for each participant in all conditions. 
 
 
 
Acknowledgements 
We thank David Whitney and Laurent Goffart for helpful comments and discussions. This work 
was supported by grants from the French National Research Agency (ANR-12-BSH2-0007) and 
ERC POSITION 324070 to P.C. 
  
	14	
References 1.	 Bridgeman,	B.,	Kirch,	M.,	and	Sperling,	A.	(1981).	Segregation	of	cognitive	and	motor	aspects	of	visual	function	using	induced	motion.	Percept.	Psychophys.	29,	336–42.		2.	 Burr,	D.	C.,	Morrone,	M.	C.,	and	Ross,	J.	(2001).	Separate	visual	representations	for	perception	and	action	revealed	by	saccadic	eye	movements.	Curr.	Biol.	11,	798–802.		3.	 Goodale,	M.	A.,	and	Milner,	A.	D.	(1992).	Separate	visual	pathways	for	perception	and	action.	Trends	Neurosci.	15,	20–5.		4.	 Milner,	a	D.,	and	Goodale,	M.	a	(2008).	Two	visual	systems	re-viewed.	Neuropsychologia	46,	774–85.		5.	 Cardoso-Leite,	P.,	and	Gorea,	A.	(2010).	On	the	perceptual/motor	dissociation:	a	review	of	concepts,	theory,	experimental	paradigms	and	data	interpretations.		6.	 Bruno,	N.	(2001).	When	does	action	resist	visual	illusions?	Trends	Cogn.	Sci.	5,	379–382.		7.	 Franz,	V.	H.	(2001).	Action	does	not	resist	visual	illusions.	Trends	Cogn.	Sci.	5,	457–459.		8.	 Kerzel,	D.,	and	Gegenfurtner,	K.	R.	(2005).	Motion-induced	illusory	displacement	reexamined:	differences	between	perception	and	action?	Exp.	Brain	Res.	162,	191–201.		9.	 Schenk,	T.,	and	McIntosh,	R.	D.	(2010).	Do	we	have	independent	visual	streams	for	perception	and	action?	Cogn.	Neurosci.	1,	52–62.		10.	 Smith,	D.	T.,	and	Schenk,	T.	(2012).	The	Premotor	theory	of	attention:	time	to	move	on?	Neuropsychologia	
50,	1104–14.		11.	 Aglioti,	S.,	DeSouza,	J.	F.,	and	Goodale,	M.	a	(1995).	Size-contrast	illusions	deceive	the	eye	but	not	the	hand.	Curr.	Biol.	5,	679–85.		12.	 McKee,	S.	P.,	and	Welch,	L.	(1992).	The	precision	of	size	constancy.	Vision	Res.	32,	1447–1460.	13.	 Tse,	P.	U.,	and	Hsieh,	P.-J.	(2006).	The	infinite	regress	illusion	reveals	faulty	integration	of	local	and	global	motion	signals.	Vision	Res.	46,	3881–5.		14.	 Shapiro,	A.,	Lu,	Z.-L.,	Huang,	C.-B.,	Knight,	E.,	and	Ennis,	R.	(2010).	Transitions	between	central	and	peripheral	vision	create	spatial/temporal	distortions:	a	hypothesis	concerning	the	perceived	break	of	the	curveball.	PLoS	One	5,	e13296.		15.	 Kwon,	O.-S.,	Tadin,	D.,	and	Knill,	D.	C.	(2015).	Unifying	account	of	visual	motion	and	position	perception.	Proc.	Natl.	Acad.	Sci.,	201500361.	16.	 Krukowski,	A.	E.,	Pirog,	K.	a,	Beutter,	B.	R.,	Brooks,	K.	R.,	and	Stone,	L.	S.	(2003).	Human	discrimination	of	visual	direction	of	motion	with	and	without	smooth	pursuit	eye	movements.	J.	Vis.	3,	831–840.	17.	 Krukowski,	A.	E.,	and	Stone,	L.	S.	(2005).	Expansion	of	direction	space	around	the	cardinal	axes	revealed	by	smooth	pursuit	eye	movements.	Neuron	45,	315–23.		18.	 Fischer,	J.,	Spotswood,	N.,	and	Whitney,	D.	(2011).	The	emergence	of	perceived	position	in	the	visual	system.	J.	Cogn.	Neurosci.	23,	119–36.		19.	 Suzuki,	S.,	and	Cavanagh,	P.	(1997).	Focused	attention	distorts	visual	space:	An	attentional	repulsion	effect.	J.	Exp.	Psychol.	Hum.	Percept.	Perform.	23,	443–463.		
	 15	
20.	 Ross,	J.,	Morrone,	M.	C.,	and	Burr,	D.	C.	(1997).	Compression	of	visual	space	before	saccades.	Nature	386,	598–601.		21.	 Zimmermann,	E.,	Fink,	G.,	and	Cavanagh,	P.	(2013).	Perifoveal	spatial	compression.	J.	Vis.	13,	21.		22.	 Zimmermann,	E.,	Born,	S.,	Fink,	G.	R.,	and	Cavanagh,	P.	(2014).	Masking	produces	compression	of	space	and	time	in	the	absence	of	eye	movements.	J.	Neurophysiol.,	jn.00156.2014.		23.	 De	Valois,	R.	L.,	and	De	Valois,	K.	K.	(1991).	Vernier	acuity	with	stationary	moving	Gabors.	Vision	Res.	31,	1619–26.		24.	 Whitney,	D.,	and	Cavanagh,	P.	(2000).	Motion	distorts	visual	space :	shifting	the	perceived	position	of	remote	stationary	objects.	Nature	3,	954–959.		25.	 Cavanagh,	P.,	and	Anstis,	S.	(2013).	The	flash	grab	effect.	Vision	Res.	91,	8–20.	26.	 Ramachandran,	V.	S.,	and	Anstis,	S.	M.	(1990).	Illusory	displacement	of	equiluminous	kinetic	edges.	Perception	19,	611–6.		27.	 Kosovicheva,	A.	a,	Wolfe,	B.	a,	and	Whitney,	D.	(2014).	Visual	motion	shifts	saccade	targets.	Atten.	Percept.	Psychophys.	76,	1778-1788.	28.	 Mateeff,	S.,	and	Gourevich,	a	(1983).	Peripheral	vision	and	perceived	visual	direction.	Biol.	Cybern.	49,	111–118.	29.	 Glasser,	D.	M.,	and	Tadin,	D.	(2014).	Modularity	in	the	motion	system:	independent	oculomotor	and	perceptual	processing	of	brief	moving	stimuli.	J.	Vis.	14,	28.		30.	 Simoncini,	C.,	Perrinet,	L.	U.,	Montagnini,	A.,	Mamassian,	P.,	and	Masson,	G.	S.	(2012).	More	is	not	always	better:	adaptive	gain	control	explains	dissociation	between	perception	and	action.	Nat.	Neurosci.	15,	1596–603.		31.	 Tavassoli,	A.,	and	Ringach,	D.	L.	(2010).	When	your	eyes	see	more	than	you	do.	Curr.	Biol.	20,	R93–4.		32.	 Spering,	M.,	Pomplun,	M.,	and	Carrasco,	M.	(2011).	Tracking	without	perceiving:	a	dissociation	between	eye	movements	and	motion	perception.	Psychol.	Sci.	22,	216–25.		33.	 Spering,	M.,	and	Carrasco,	M.	(2015).	Acting	without	seeing:	eye	movements	reveal	visual	processing	without	awareness.	Trends	Neurosci.	38,	247-258.	34.	 Schafer,	R.	J.,	and	Moore,	T.	(2007).	Attention	governs	action	in	the	primate	frontal	eye	field.	Neuron	56,	541–51.		35.	 Robinson,	D.	A.	(1973).	Models	of	the	saccadic	eye	movement	control	system.	Kybernetik	14,	71–83.		36.	 Gellman,	R.	S.,	and	Carl,	J.	R.	(1991).	Motion	processing	for	saccadic	eye	movements	in	humans.	Exp.	Brain	Res.	84,	660–7.		37.	 Fleuriet,	J.,	Hugues,	S.,	Perrinet,	L.,	and	Goffart,	L.	(2011).	Saccadic	foveation	of	a	moving	visual	target	in	the	rhesus	monkey.	J.	Neurophysiol.	105,	883–95.		38.	 Rothkirch,	M.,	Stein,	T.,	Sekutowicz,	M.,	and	Sterzer,	P.	(2012).	A	direct	oculomotor	correlate	of	unconscious	visual	processing.	Curr.	Biol.	22,	R514–5.		39.	 Tamietto,	M.,	Cauda,	F.,	Corazzini,	L.	L.,	Savazzi,	S.,	Marzi,	C.	a,	Goebel,	R.,	Weiskrantz,	L.,	and	de	Gelder,	B.	(2010).	Collicular	vision	guides	nonconscious	behavior.	J.	Cogn.	Neurosci.	22,	888–902.		
	16	
40.	 Jazayeri,	M.,	and	Movshon,	J.	A.	(2007).	Integration	of	sensory	evidence	in	motion	discrimination.	J.	Vis.	7,	7.1–7.		41.	 McCarley,	J.	S.,	and	Grant,	C.	(2008).	State-trace	analysis	of	the	effects	of	a	visual	illusion	on	saccade	amplitudes	and	perceptual	judgments.	Psychon.	Bull.	Rev.	15,	1008–14.		42.	 Van	Zoest,	W.,	and	Donk,	M.	(2010).	Awareness	of	the	saccade	goal	in	oculomotor	selection:	Your	eyes	go	before	you	know.	Conscious.	Cogn.	19,	861–871.	43.	 Wong,	E.,	and	Mack,	A.	(1981).	Saccadic	programming	and	perceived	location.	Acta	Psychol.	(Amst).	48,	123–131.		44.	 Ono,	H.,	and	Nakamizo,	S.	(1977).	Saccadic	eye	movements	during	changes	in	fixation	to	stimuli	at	different	distances.	Vision	Res.	17,	233–238.	45.	 Pelli,	D.	G.	(1997).	The	VideoToolbox	software	for	visual	psychophysics:	transforming	numbers	into	movies.	Spat.	Vis.	10,	437–442.		46.	 Brainard,	D.	H.	(1997).	The	Psychophysics	Toolbox.	Spat.	Vis.	10,	433–436.		47.	 Cornelissen,	F.	W.,	Peters,	E.	M.,	and	Palmer,	J.	(2002).	The	Eyelink	Toolbox:	eye	tracking	with	MATLAB	and	the	Psychophysics	Toolbox.	Behav.	Res.	Methods.	Instrum.	Comput.	34,	613–617.		48.	 Watson,	A.	B.,	and	Pelli,	D.	G.	(1983).	Quest:	A	Bayesian	adaptive	psychometric	method.	Percept.	Psychophys.	33,	113–120.		49.	 Engbert,	R.,	and	Mergenthaler,	K.	(2006).	Microsaccades	are	triggered	by	low	retinal	image	slip.	Proc.	Natl.	Acad.	Sci.	U.	S.	A.	103,	7192–7.		50.	 Deubel,	H.	(1987).	Adaptivity	of	gain	and	direction	in	oblique	saccades.	In	Eye	Movements	from	Physiology	to	Cognition,	J.	K.	O’Regan	and	A.	Lévy-Schoen,	eds.	(Amsterdam:	Elsevier),	pp.	181–190.		51.	 Van	Opstal,	a	J.,	and	van	Gisbergen,	J.	a	(1989).	Scatter	in	the	metrics	of	saccades	and	properties	of	the	collicular	motor	map.	Vision	Res.	29,	1183–1196.	52.	 Moscatelli,	A.,	Mezzetti,	M.,	and	Lacquaniti,	F.	(2012).	Modeling	psychophysical	data	at	the	population-level:	The	generalized	linear	mixed	model.	J.	Vis.	12(11),	1–17.	53.	 Team,	R.	D.	C.	(2012).	R:	A	language	and	environment	for	statistical	computing	(Vienna,	Austria:	R	Foundation	for	Statistical	Computing)		54.	 Bates,	D.,	Maechler,	M.,	Bolker,	B.,	and	Walker,	S.	(2014).	lme4:	Linear	mixed-effects	models	using	Eigen	and	S4.	Available	at:	http://cran.r-project.org/package=lme4.		
  
	 17	
Supplemental information 
 
 
  
	18	
 
 
 
Figure S1. Multivariate analysis of saccade amplitudes. Each column in the panels represent a participant, with 
horizontal components represented in A and vertical components in B. The X axis represents the position of the Gabor 
(horizontal or vertical) at the moment of saccade onset, and the Y axis the saccade amplitude. Horizontal and vertical 
amplitudes, and left and right tilt, are represented in separate panels for clarity, although they were fitted within a single 
multivariate model for each participant. Thick lines represent the predicted values (blue for left tilt and red for right tilt). 
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Figure S2. Analysis of orthogonal landing error. A. The orthogonal landing error is the perpendicular distance of each 
landing position from the physical path of the Gabor (represented by the thick gray line in the background). The red line 
represents the predicted values of the multivariate fit for this particular subject.  B. In order to investigate whether the 
orthogonal errors remained constant along the path, we fitted for each participant a linear model with the orthogonal 
landing error as dependent variable; the independent variables were the position of the Gabor along the path, in 
interaction with the tilt (left/right), and the direction of the internal drift at saccade onset (leftward/rightward). If the 
shift in landing positions varied as a function of the Gabor position along the path (similar to perception) the regression 
slopes would have been significant and with opposite sign in the left vs right tilt; instead the slope were not significant 
for either the left	tilt,	mean	β	=	-0.07,	95%	CI	[-0.17,	0.03],	or	the	right	tilt,	mean	β	=	0.08,	95%	CI	[-0.02,	0.19].	The	only	significant	parameter	was	the	one	coding	for the difference between leftward and rightward internal motion, mean	β	=	0.73,	95%	CI	[0.49,	0.96],	which	indicated	a	significant	difference	in	the	marginal	means	between	leftward	and	rightward.	The regression is represented in panel B (same subject as panel A); note that the dependent 
variable is on the X-axis. C. The orthogonal landing error did not change as a function of saccade latency: a repeated-
measures ANOVA was used to test the effect of the individual latency quartile on the difference between leftward and 
rightward drift, and did not reveal a significant effect [F(3,15)=2.44, p=0.10] (error bar represents 95% CI across 
participants). 
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Movie	S1.	This	movie	shows	an	example	of	the	stimuli	used	in	experiment	1.	The	motion	trajectory	of	the	Gabor	in	this	example	is	tilted	to	the	left	by	45	degree	from	vertical.	However,	when	viewed	in	peripheral	vision	(with	gaze	directed	to	the	black	fixation	dot	on	the	left),	the	motion	vector	of	the	internal	drifting	pattern	is	erroneously	integrated	with	the	aperture	motion	and	makes	the	perceived	motion	trajectory	of	the	Gabor	appear	near	vertical.	
	
Movie	S2.	This	movie	shows	an	example	of	the	stimuli	used	in	experiment	2.	The	motion	is	directed	down	to	the	right	(45	degree	of	deviation	from	vertical).	The	Gabor	disappears	at	the	midpoint	of	its	trajectory,	and	reappears	in	the	same	position	after	250	ms.	When	observers	view	this	stimulus	in	peripheral	vision	(with	gaze	directed	to	the	black	fixation	dot	on	the	left)	they	report	instead	that	the	initial	position	of	the	Gabor	after	the	blank	appears	shifted	to	the	right	with	respect	to	its	last	position	before	the	blank	(Fig.	2	B	and	C),	resulting	in	the	perception	of	two	parallel	but	misaligned	segments.	This	result	supports	the	hypothesis	that	double-drift	stimuli	induce	illusory	distortions	of	both	perceived	direction	and	position	of	motion	(Fig.	2A).	
